INTRODUCTION
The main river of Citanduy River Basin is the Citanduy River which flows through two provinces, i.e. West Java Province and Central Java Province. The upstream part of Citanduy River Basin is mountainous area of Mt. Cakrabuana at Tasikmalaya District, whereas the downstream part is an estuary at Segara Anakan Lagoon of Cilacap District.
The main problem that appears in area of Segara Anakan is the decrease of the lagoon area that causes ineffective function due to the increased volume of sedimentation in the estuary of Citanduy River (Supraharmonia, 2014) . Sedimentation of Segara Anakan will potentially increase annual flood at downstream area of Citanduy River. However, the sedimentation may give advantage to the people in area of Segara Anakan, especially at Kampung Laut. They use sedimentation in the estuary of Cimeneng River as farming area (Rosalina, 2016) .
Mitigation of flood in the downstream area of Segara Anakan can be conducted by Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) method for decision-making process which is based on several alternatives, e.g. dredging at the Lagoon and conservation of upstream watershed; dredging and reclamation at Segara Anakan area; and dredging at the Lagoon and shunt of Citanduy. This research is performed to give input to the Government Policy regarding the conservation plan of Segara Anakan Lagoon.
LITERATURE REVIEW
The AHP may give solution to some complex problems with various aspects and criteria. The previous research of Pertanto (2006) used AHP method as an approach methodology in irrigation water allocation by considering the 4 alternatives and 3 criteria. According to Saaty (1981) , AHP can be used for decision making, which is designed and conducted rationally with a good selection on alternatives that already evaluated in multi criteria. During the process, the Decision maker produces a slightly difference result and develops all the priorities in order to make priority rank of several alternatives. In AHP, there is Consistent Decision and Inconsistent Decision (Pertanto, 2006) According to the problems at Segara Anakan area, AHP can be used as a mitigation effort for physical disaster and social conflict that may arise with rational approach to select the best alternatives of problem solving which will be evaluated in multi criteria.
Comparative judgment, as it is mentioned in the research of Universitas Sumatera Utara (2011), is conducted by relative interest scoring of two elements in certain level that is related to the upper level. Assessment is the core of AHP since it has significant influence to the priority rank of elements. The assessment result will be much easier to be shown in the form of matrix pairwise comparisons i.e. a pair of comparison matrix that has alternative preference level for each criterion. The preference scale of Saaty (1981) uses scale 1 as the lower level (equal importance), to scale 9 as the highest level (extreme importance).
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Location Study
Several villages in Segara Anakan area are chosen to become the research area, i.e. Village of Bagolo, Pamotan, Rawa Apu, and Ujung Gagak, as shown in Figure 1 .
Research Stages
The first stage of the research was a preparation, which was performed in the following steps: a) Literature study, to collect and study literature and theories that are relevant to the research; b) Collecting primary data which consist of respondent data, field survey, interview, and give questionnaire to the respondents; c) Collecting secondary data from related Institutions, population data per District, and Maps that relevant to the research; d) Data analysis which consists of scoring analysis on questionnaire result and analysis of AHP method.
The research stages are summarized in a Flowchart, as it is shown in Figure 2 .
Three Diagram of AHP
The physical and social problem-solving at Segara Anakan Lagoon needs to be conducted in decomposition hierarchy structure method to obtain decision which will be the priority. The tree diagram of AHP can be seen in Figure 3 .
Discussion
Several problems will be discussed in this research, i.e. determination of respondent by distribution of variables, how to fill and analyze the questionnaire, and decision making process with AHP method. were derived from the third step, as it is shown in Table 2 and Table 3. e) Assessment of level also takes the opinion directly drawn from the respondent into consideration, not only based on questionnaire score. f) A respondent with value of 1 in the questionnaire has not taken into consideration in the calculation. g) There is also consideration, on some occasion, where value of 1 will be calculated. h) The next step is following the 1st step, which is creating groups based on age, knowledge, and mixed variable. i) Test of consistency ratio value of pairwise comparison matrix result, if the CR< 0.1. When the CR result is inconsistent, thus the calculation result need to be repeated or there should be a reason to show that it is inconsistent (Singarimbun, 1987; Handayani, 1987) . 4 RESULT AND DISCUSSION
List of Respondents Research
There are 95 respondents in this research (see Table 4 ). The Focus Group Discussion (FGD) and questionnaire survey were conducted in villages in the research area, as it is shown in Table  5 . The questionnaire scoring results can be described as follows: a) Scoring based on total score of each aspect or criteria (see Table 7 ). b) Scoring based on total score of each parameter or sub criteria (see Table 8 ). c) Produce score from comparison table to get comparison matrix of each criterion and/or sub criteria (see Table 9 ). d) Produce score from comparison table to get comparison matrix of each alternative from each criterion and/or sub criteria (see Table 10 ).
The value of questionnaire result of all respondents is shown in Table 6 4
.3 Data of Respondent Consistency Test
Each variable shows consistency ratio less than 0.1, which means the result is inconsistent. Several questionnaire scoring and opinion of respondents show inconsistent value. There are several factors that may cause inconsistent on the result, e.g.: a) There is no feasibility test on the questionnaire and its analysis on some example respondent. b) The misunderstanding of respondent on the meaning of questionnaire and the main problem. c) Unequal number of respondent on each variable. d) Impropriety or mismatch on the experience and profession of respondent that is related to the problems mentioned in the questionnaire. e) The instrument is confusing and not related to the respondent. f) There is more choices or comparator, thus there is also bigger chance to have inconsistent result. g) The available score is not suitable with respondent opinion, which tends to give inconsistent result. 
Results of Analysis
Based on comparison of 3 criteria, i.e. technical, social-economic, and environmental aspect, it shows that generally alternative of dredging+shunt of Citanduy has the highest score, it is 37.13%. The different result as happened in research with comparison of 6 criteria which explained that the highest score is the alternative of Lagoon dredging + conservation of upstream drainage basin. Therefore, analysis result of 3 criteria cannot be used in decision making for priority value because the score determinant factors come from the average value of question in the questionnaire. The result of 3 criteria is generally irrelevant with respondent aspiration and not focused in the management purpose.
Meanwhile, the comparison value of sub criteria has determinant factors of direct interview that focused on the sub criteria choices. Table 11 shows that the highest score happens to alternative of Lagoon dredging and Conservation of upstream drainage basin, i.e. 38.1%, and average percentage is 37.4%. The result describes effort on Segara Anakan Lagoon conservation that might be performed by sediment dredging in the Lagoon, also river normalization along the Segara Anakan area, which is conducted periodically and they are divided into several dredging areas that are supported by optimization on drainage basin of Conservation area. The plan will start at Upstream area.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions
The research results can be concluded as follows: a) There are some respondents who have inconsistent value based on assessment and consideration of the questionnaire, b) Number of respondents which is not in balance for each variable and incompetent respondent gives inconsistent analysis result, c) The highest value of the 6 sub criteria is for dredging of Lagoon + Conservation of upstream watershed, i.e. 38.1% with average percentage of 37.4% to solve the silt problem, d) The analysis result of all respondents which considers value of 1 gives different priority rank than that which does not consider the value of 1, e) The rescue effort of Segara Anakan Lagoon gives priority on sediment dredging and river normalization which can be conducted in certain areas and in the periodic time. It should be supported by the optimization of drainage basin of Conservation which is started from Upstream area.
Recommendations
Based on the obstacle during research, there are several recommendations that can be suggested as follows:
a) Prior to questionnaire distribution and value determination, feasibility test of questionnaire needs to be conducted towards some respondents and the analysis, b) Type of questions in the questionnaire should be comprehensible by respondent to avoid confusion, c) Each respondent should be clearly directed before they start to fill the questionnaire to avoid misunderstanding and inconsistency,
d) The inconsistency ratio of more than 0.1 needs to be clarified to respondents on their interest value choice.
